
4341 PIEDMONT AVENUE
P.O. BOX 11080

OAKLAND. CALIFORNIA 94611

(510) 428-2225
FAX (5]01428-0151

June 13, 1996

EX PARTE

BY HAND
William F. Caton
Acting Secretary

~.. Federal Communications Commission
Room 222
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Telephone Number Portability
CC Docket No. 95-116; RM 8535

Dear Mr. Caton:

JUN i 3 '9~;)

On June 12, 1996, Jennifer Johns, CCTA's consultant, and I met with James
Casserly, Senior Legal Advisor to Commissioner Ness, to discuss issues relating to Number
Portability including the need for a solution that does not discriminate between ported and
non-ported numbers by a date certain.

Pursuant to Section l.l206(a)(l) of the Commission's Rules, two copies of the written
documents distributed are attached for inclusion in the public record in the above-captioned
proceedings.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me.

Sincerely. .

.~~b-~
feffrey Sinsheimer 0/

cc: James Casserly

FI/54385.1



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COi\1~rrSSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORL'iIA

MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(U 5001 C),

Complainant,

vs.

Pacific Bell,
Defendant.

)

)

)

)

)
)
)

C.96-03-039
C.96-03-040

J/JN J

REPLY COl\f1\fENTS OF
THE CALIFORNIA TELECOMMUNICATIONS COALITION IN RESPONSE TO

ADMJNISTRATIVE LA\V JUDGE'S RULING SETIING FORTH THE SCOPE AND
SCHEDULE OF TillS PROCEEDING

The California Telecommunications Coalition ("Coalition")l hereby submits its

reply to the respective May 24 Comments of GTE California Incorporated (GTE) and Pacific Bell

(collectively referred to as "incumbents") regarding the 41 5 and 916 area code relief alternatives.

Those Comments urge the Commission to adopt overlay plans for the 415 and 916 NPAs. In

justifying their position, however, both Pacific Bell and GTE require that the Commission accept

as fact several fictions. Those fictions include assertions that local telephone competition

currently exists in the 415 and 916 NPAs, that statutory requirements can be met oniy with an

1 The members of the Coalition joining in these comments are: AT&T Communications of
California, Inc.; California Association of Long Distance Telephone Companies; California Cable
Television Association; ICG Access Services, Inc.; MCI Telecommunications Corporation; Sprint
Communications Co., LP ; and Teleport Communications Group.



overlay, that pennanent number portability will soon be available, and that an overlay is better for

the consumer than a geographic split. As discussed below, those fictions are insufficient criticism

of the proposed split models and are inadequate justification for adopting an overlay plan for the

415 and 916 NPAs.

Fiction #1: Competition Is "Robust" In the 415 and 916 NPA

A. A List DfPorential Competitors Is Not Evidence That Competition Is Underway

In Decision 95-08-052 (the "310 DecislOn"), the Commission found that Pacific

Bell's proposed overlay plan for the 310 area code was anti-competitive, particularly in light of

the fact that local competition only recently was allowed to begin and that it would take some

time for competition to "mature"2 Pacific Bell and GTE now attempt to escape a similar finding

in this proceeding by proclaiming competition is "robust"J and that the ~ 15 and 916 NPAs are

"hot bed[s) of local competition"~ The Commission must recognize that the incumbent claim is

absurd.

Neither Pacific Bell nor GTE provide any credible evidence that local competition

is underway in the 916 or 415 NPAs. GTE is particularly loose in its claims: "Local exchange

competition is very strong in the greater Sacramento area trom both statewide competitors like

2 D.95-0S-052, mimeo at 46-47.

3 Pacific Bell Comments at 2.

~ Comments of GTE at 3.

2



AT&T Communications of California, Inc. (AT&T) and other more geographically focused

CLCs such as Brooks Fiber of Sacramento and Pac-West Telecomrn, Inc"s However, AT&T

has no local presence in Sacramento or an'fWhere else in California t this time. Such distortions

and exaggerations are rife in GTE's Comments. In addition, at this time no cable operator listed

by the incumbents provide local service. Some of the existing "competition" listed by Pacific Bell

do not even have interconnection agreements with an incumbent. The Commission must reject

the notion that a mere list of potential competitors is evidence of the existence of competition.

B. CLC NXX Codes In the Old NPA Is Not Evidence Of Competition

Pacific Bell claims that since CLCs have recently obtained some NXX codes in the

415 NPA, concerns about the anti-competitive effect of an overlay do not apply.6 Again, this fact

does not evidence the existence of competition. The Commission must recognize that possessing

NXX codes is not the same as having customers It is the customer. not the NXX code, that

counts in assessing whether competition exists. The mcumbents provide no evidence that CLCs

have customers. Furthermore, the incumbent CLC !'.rxJ< code information does not even provide

an indication concerning the extent of potential competition. as the eLC NXX codes may simply

reflect the presence of two or three CLCs, hardly an indicator of "robust" competition..

In any event, the number ofNXX codes held by CLCs is a far cry from being

significant enough to suggest that the playing field v.ith an overlay is level. The 14 NXX codes

held by CLCs in the 916 NPA mean that incumbents control almost 98 percent of the telephone

~ GTE Comments at '2

6 Pacific Bell Comments at 3.
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numbers in the 916 NPA. The 53 NXX codes in 415 means that incumbents control over 90

percent of the telephone numbers in the highly prized 415 N'PA Incumbent clamoring for an

overlay to preserve such an advantage is not surprising

C. Resellers Are Not Indifferent To the Choice Between An Overlav And A Split

Pacific Bell tells the Commission that resellers have targeted the San Francisco

region, and that resellers, who have the same access to NXX codes as the incumbent Local

Exchange Company, are indifferent to an overlay because they get their numbers from the

incumbent. 7 However, any companies who enter the market as resellers who intend eventually to

build out their own facilities and become real competitors are not indifferent to an overlay because

its anti-competitive effects are amplified over time. When all of the NXX codes in an area code

have been assigned, the incumbent \Vill be the sole source for numbers in the old area code.

Resellers cannot be indifferent if they ever intend to slough off their dependence upon the

wholesale provider. Indeed, an overlay would discourage resellers from developing their own

facilities because they would be blocked from access to the numbering resources warehoused by

the incumbent.

Fiction #2: Number Portability Solves Competitive Shortcomings Of A 415/916 Overlay

Pacific Bell claims that the use of an overlay will not have an anti-competitive

effect since customers may now keep their number using Interim Number Portability and "in the

7 Pacific Bell Comments at 4
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near future" Permanent Number Portability. To the contrarY, the Coalition believes neither form

of number portability mitigates entirely the anti-competitlve effects of an overlay in the 415 and

916 NPAs. First, Permanent Number Ponability 'Will not be available "in the near future"· as

Pacific Bell says In fact, while Pacific Bell tells the CommissIOn Permanent Number Portability

"will soon be available," it tells the industry something very different. Pacific Bell advised

vendors and other industry members present at the May 3 I California Local Number Portability

Task Force meeting that Pacific Bell "won't be \.lIIiting checks" to vendors until cost recovery

issues are settled. In response to Pacific Bell's repeated statement, a representative from a

potential vendor responded that while it is now doing development work on number portability

software, it must stop its development schedule if the market does not step Up.9 Pacific Bell will

not likely step up any time soon The cost recovery issues Pacific Bell has posed regarding

number portability VIi)) likely be contentious and will certainly require hearings to resolve, another

delay in deployment at odds with Pacific BeH's assurances tn its area code pleadings.

Compounding the factors that delay the implementation of Permanent Number

Portability in California is Lucent's recent representation to the Number Portability Task Force

that the earliest availability for QoR software and generic release dates would be 18 months from

the time final requirements and business arrangements are completed 'Nith interested customers. 10

Since the 415 area code in now expected to exhaust in late 1997, it seems clear that Permanent

I Pacific Bell Comments at 3.

9 lli attached Declaration of Jerome F. Candelaria

10 See Attachment A, Letter from Lucent Technologies to Task Force Chair dated May
20, 1996
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Number Portability will not be available by the 415 exhaust date as Pacific Bell contends

As to Interim Number Portability, the Commission has already adv1sed parties that

it is not inclined to consider the interim measure an adequate substitute for permanent number

portability since the temporary measure increases the n sk of premature exhaustion ofNXX codes

due to the required double assignment of numbers Moreover, since interim line number

portability represents a premium customers must pay for an alternative prov1der or an extra

expense a CLC must pay for a customer, it magnifies the anti-competitiveness of arrangements

prov1ded at the sufferance of the incumbent LECs In addition, interim number portability

achieved through Remote Cal! Forwarding degrades service, rendering impossible the delivery of

certain custom call services to CLC customers The Commission cannot rely upon Interim LNP

to mitigate the ant-competitive effects of an overlay, and Pennanent LNP will simply not be

available to rely upon, thanks to Pacific Bell

Fiction #3: Pacific Bell Is Precluded From Implementing A Split Due To Statutory
Notice Requirements

Pacific and GTE argue that since 24-month notice was given in December of 1995,

relief cannot be implemented before December 1997 per the notice requirements contained in

Public Utilities Code Section 7931 and Section 7930(a) Therefore, the incumbents contend,

only the use of an overlay plan will prevent v1olations of the statutory requirements. The

incumbents' purely superficial reading of the relief notice statutes uses the letter of the law to

punish the spirit in an attempt to use a statute on relief notice to justify permitting exhaust to

occur before reliefwill be prov1ded.
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Pacific Bell's perverse construction is all the more remarkable when one considers

that the timing crisis is virtllally of Pacific Bell's making Members of the Coalition have

previously complained that 415 planning was conducted dangerously late in the exhaust process,

and that Pacific Bell alone, who was in possession of the information about the accelerating

exhaust, should have convened relief planning much sooner 11 The Commission should not

reward Pacific Bell's allocation of resources to area code issues, (if that was the problem), by

accepting its perverse timing argument The mismanagement of scheduling relief planning could

result in exhaust, but the appropriate response to that situation would be to begin planning for

equitable distribution of the remaining resources, not to accept an overlay plan based solely on

Pacific Bell's conjured technicality Instead, the Commission should adhere to its conclusion in

the 310 Decision that the statutory provisions of Code Sections 7930-7931 "do not legally

foreclose the Commission from ordering its own implementation of a geographic split if the

Commission finds that it is in the public interest to do so" l'

If Pacific Bell can implement relief before exhaust, it should do so. Pacific Bell should not be

allowed to construe a statute on exhaust notice so as to create an exhaust crisis.

Fiction ~: Customers Will Be Confused By A 415 Non-Contiguous Split

Pacific Bell and GTE say they fear that local customers and visitors alike will have

great difficulty in understanding and dealing with a non-contiguous split of the 415 area code,

II See AT&T Statement filed concerning the 415 NPA Exhaust Relief Plan dated April 4,
1996.

12 D.95-08-052, mimeo at 38
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whereby San Francisco would retain the 415 area code, while Marin County and communities

south of San Francisco would obtain a new area code The Coalition disagrees. Situated upon

the tip of a peninsula, San Francisco is one of the most distinct geographic areas in North

America. As one of the world's great cities, San Francisco is also readily identifiable as a discrete

community of interest. Indeed, any customer who is left "confused" by a non-contiguous split

would be downright stupefied by the effects of an overlay, whereby no separate geographical

identity would exist.

Pacific Bell also warns that the non-contiguous plan would leave the 415 NPA in

between two portions of the new NPA "like the interior of a sandwich between two pieces of

bread,"and that this would be an "unprecedented situation. not only in California but for the rest

of the North American Numbering Plan" lJ Contrary to Pacific Bell's assertion, one need only

open a copy of the Pacific Bell White Pages to find a veritable delicatessen of area. code

"sand\l,;ches". For example, the Pacific Bell White Pages "Long-Distance Calling Area Code

Time Zone Mapl~ shows that the 602 Area Code for Phoenix is sand\l,1ched \loithin the 520 area

code, Seattle's 206 area code is sandwiched within the 360 area code, Houston's 713 area code is

sand",;ched \It;thin the 409 area code, and that Atlanta's 404 area code is sand"iched within the

706 area code. That a major city can have an area code unique from its neighbors is well

established and provides no reason to reject a reasonable and balanced split plan.

13 Pacific Bell Comments at 10

14 ~ Pacific Bell White Pages at A25
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Fiction #5: Customer Complaints Are More Likely With A Split

A. Claims That Splits Will Generate More Complaints Than Overlavs .Are Unfounded

Pacific Bell details how a geographic split will generate complaints from those who

must change telephone numbers In contrast, Pacific Bell says, customers do not complain when

overlays are proposed. 15 If, as Pacific Bell claims, customers have not complained about overlays,

the obvious reason for the silence is more likely due to the fact that no one in California has

experienced an overlay. Once customers do experience an overlay and quickly learn that the term

"area code" is no longer an "area" code, customers will complain Moreover, anyone stuck with

the less desirable new number will certainly be heard ITam. This is particularly true of new

businesses who must shoulder the special disadvantages of an area code overlay.

Pacific Bell points to its recent experience in the 818 NPA relief plan to show that

geographic splits generate compiaints I6 However, the contentiousness of the 818 NPA Relief

Plan was, to a great extent, encouraged by Pacific Bell and the industry itself in their public

display of division over splits and overlays. The Commission can avoid much of the 818

contentiousness by expeditiously ordering geographic splits of the 415 and 916 areas.

B. An Overlav Does Not EQualize The Life OfEitber The Old Or New NPA

Pacific BelI claims an overlay optimizes the life of the Old and new NPA. Pacific

Bell also claims that a split is shorter lived than an overlay The former is pure speculation on

15 Pacific BelI Comments at 13.

16 Id.
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Pacific Bell's part, as no jurisdiction has had any previous exnerience \.Vith the life ofan all sef't;ce

overlay. To the extent an overlay would take a longer tIme to exhaust, it would likely be due to

customer rejection of the undesirable new area code and their attempt to avoid it. Incumbents

would therefore retain customers, not by lowering prices or offering better service, but by merely

reaping the benefits of their incumbency as a result of their control of numbering resources and

their administration of relief

C. Assertions That An Overlav Will Be Less Costlv To Customers Are Unfounded

Both incumbents repeat the myth that a splits more costly for customers since

they must suffer the "economic burdens of having to change stationery, advertising copy,

telephone lists etc. "11 It is true, that under a spit, occupants of the new area code \ViII be subject

to this one-time economic burden. However, under an overlay, at! existing customers,

particularly business customers, must clarify that they retain the'old area code and therefore face

the same economic burden. Currently, local businesses generally advertise using only their seven

digit telephone number. In San Francisco, for example, a business will presume that a customer

understands that a San Francisco business ~ill have a 4! 5 area code. On can readily observe that

business ads, such as those appearing in the Pacific Bell Ye[[ow Pages, on bill-boards, and in

other fonns ofJocal advertisement, generally contain only a business's seven digit number. This

must change under an overlay A business must modifY its stationery, advertising copy and

telephone lists to clarify that the business (or individual) retains the 415 area code. In addition,

unlike a split, where the customer hardship is temporary, the burden imposed by an overlay will

grow along with the use of the new area.

17 GTE Comments at 7, Pacific Bell Comments at 12
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Scheduling Matters

At the prehearing conference in this proceeding, Administrative Law Judge

Kenney requested that parties comment on the need for hearings and the dates for any such

hearings. If the Commission decides that an overlay may no' be considered at this time for the

purposes of implementing relief for the 415 and 916 area codes, then no hearings are necessary

If the stake-holder meeting of June 17 chooses between the two split options in 415, the

Commission can proceed to order implementation of rellef in both NP As 18 If, however, the

Commission allows an overlay to be considered at this :ime, then hearings are essential. As

evidenced by the responses set forth in trus pleading, there are many disputed questions of fact

concerning the virtues of an overlay versus a split method of relief Moreover, as described in the

Coalition's Prehearing Conference Statement dated Mav:]2 1996, it I,l,i!! be necessary to consider

both area specific and generic are code issues. Other factual issues in need of resolution before

the COlllITllssion could determine the most appropriate relief" method include the projected exhaust

dares for both area codes and the accuracy and value ofrhe incumbents' customer preference

surveys.

If the Commission pennits consideration of an overlay at this time, then hearings

should be scheduled the for week of August 12 to consider the issues discussed above, as well as

the results of the customer surveys of Pacific Bell and GTE An expedited briefing schedule

should then follow, allowing the Commission to issue a final decision by no later than the

beginning of October, 1996 In addition, the ALl should order expedited responses to discovery

requests with a discovery cut-off date of July 15, except for discovery concerning the Pacific Bell

IS The industry has already agreed upon a split opt ron for the 916 area code.
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customer surveys. Discovery on matters concerning those custOmer surveys should continue until

the first day of hearings

Conclusion

The comments submitted by Pacific Bell and GTE do not justify further

consideration of an overlay plan by the Commission for purposes of 415 and 916 area code relief

Accordingly, the Coalition respectfully requests that the Commission order the 415 and 916 area

codes to be split as requested by MCr.

Respectfully submitted,

The California Telecommunications Coalition

By /; //!
~$L-r7'~/t&~zt--

Jfr0me F Candelaria

Attorney for California Cable Te1e...ision Association
4341 Piedmont Avenue
Oakland, CA 9461 1
Telephone 510.428.2225
Facsimile 5104280151

On Behalf of the California Telecommunications
Coalition

June 7, 1996
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May :20,19%

R.e: 5/f,/% lniormation Request for LRl'l and QoR

Jerry Abercrombie
Task For~ Co-Chair
Pacific Bell

Wood\' TI4'"!or
Task Foree'Co-Chair
MClmroo

Pan-ici:rL. vanMidck
Task Force Co-Cb.a.ir
AT&T

This letter pro"ides a response for the informacion requested 11l ~"Our attach.:d later dated ~13)' 8,1996.

Prio: Quote, per S~itch

Lucent Technologies docs nOl currenll:. sell or price the: LR..~ so~'3.!e on a txr sv.itcb basis. We have
pTO\ided our customers ~ith oc:t\l.·ork ~'Otlt prices and they are considaed propriCUIJ. Oill' pricing for
QoR has been on :1 net\olo"Ork buyout basis and is also considered propric::ury. We ~il1 continue LO prO'oidc
prices to potential customers under an appropriale oon-<iisclosure agree..:neol

So~"3J'e Avai.labi.1if'," and Cft:neric Release DateS, PeT S....itch T\"~

We h.3ve been participating in industry effortS to ddine QlR requirements and h.3ve offers p:nding to
requesting CUStomers. For )'our planning purposes. the earliest 4 ....ai.l.:1.biliry would be IS moaths from the:
time final requirements and busioess arrangements are completed v.itb interested customO"S.
Consequentially. we can not comment on 3.11)" specific plans at this time.

Sv.itch Rc::a.I Time and MemO1"\" Impacts

The following information summarizes real time estimates Gr.'en the preliminary nawre of t.Itcse
estimates we reserve the right to change them at an)" time,

R.espoases 1~ ~-ldc:s ratios thae.an: for originating sv.itch real time foran origiDating office
pc:lspe::ci."e. Response 5-7 are donor S'Q.;tch real time ratios All ratios are for SM real time utilization.

I. For an originating local interoffice call anempc. lO a ported number ...itb an LNP que;)" at the
originating S'Q.itch.. but no QOR, the estimated rc::al urne 1400 is ! .30: !

For an originating local inleTOffice call aa.c::mpt to a non-ported number ...ith an LNP quet)" at the
originating S'Q.-nch.. but no QOR. the estimated real nme IS I 15: 1.



J. for an originating local interoffice call anemp< to a poned number \1oith a QOR routing artemp< and
subsequent LNP query, the estimated real time ratio is in the range of 1.7: 1. Oftb.is ratio. -W01o is
estimated to be due to the LNP query and response and 6{)% is estiro3u:d to be due to 6e QOR
specific ~"iteh proo:s.sing

~. for an originating local interoffice call anempt to a non-ported number with QOR rOl.l.!iDg and no
subsequent LNP query. the estimated ratio is Ul the range of l.03: I.

5. For a terminating c:a1.I anempt to a number wt has ported e1se'\1o'here \1o"ith no QORp~ing
in~k:ed, but \1o"ith an L~"P query from the donor sv-itch, the estimated ratio (relatr."e to benchmark
donor real time) is 1.3 51

6. For a terminating call attempt to a number that !us ported elsewhere \1oith QOR proc:::ssing invoked
and therdore no LNP quen' from the donor ~itch, the estimated noo (relative to be!lchmaIk donor
real time) is OAO: 1.

-
7. For a terminating call attempt to a non-ported number ",ith QOR processing in"'oked (the number

still resides on the donor ~"iteh) the e:stimated ratio (relative to benchmark donor real time) is in the
range of 1.01: 1. Note that this assumes there is a QOR trigger Set for the associated :-'?A-NXX which
is needed to deal \1o;th the line origi.nations and inroIIll!lg c:a1ls whic.b do not h,a....e the QOR indicator
5.':1.

Patents, Li~nsing and/or Copvrigh15

Luo::nt Technologies holds numerous patents and c:mnO( specify impact Jt tills time.

?lcse direct an:' additioo..J1 questions regarding this lD.3rter [0 meat 703-22+-6160.

cut4
.-\1 Loots
Lucent Te:hnologic::s



VERlFICATION

I, Jerome Candelaria, Attorney for the California Cable Television Association, hereby

verifY that the statements in the forgoing document are true of my own knowledge except as to

those matters which are stated on information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them

to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 11996 at OakJand, California

l;~e Candelaria

~?~ey
California Cable Television Association



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 7th DAY OF JUNE 1996 SERVED THE
FOREGOING DOCUMENT UPON ALL KNOWN PARTIES OF RECORD IN THIS
PROCEEDING BY SENOING A COpy THEREOF TO EACH SUCH PARTY BY FIRST
CLASS MAIL.
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1915 North Pine Street - Suite 101
FRESNO CA 93727

Robert J. Metzger
CiTY OF LONG BEACH
333 West Ocean Blvd - 121h Floor
LONG BEACH CA 90802

Eric A. Artman
MFS INTELENET INC
185 Berry Street - Bldg One· Suite 510
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107

Jose E. Guzman
NOSSf'..tAN GUTHNER KNOX ElLior
50 California Street - 34th Floor
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

Robert J. Gloistein
ORRICK HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE
400 Sansome Street
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-3143

Joseph T. Garrity
QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORP
555 Seventeenth Street
DENVER CO 80202

Florence J. PinigislCarol B. Henningsol
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CC
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue - Room 35
ROSEMEAD CA 91770

Michael A. Morris
TCG WESTERN REGION
201 North Civic Drive· Suite 210
WALNUT CREEK CA 94596

Michael Shamesllisa Briggs
UTILITY CONSUMERS ACTION NTWI
1717 Kettner Blvd· #105
SAN DIEGO CA 92101

David M. WilsonlOavid A. Simpson
YOUNG VOGL HARlICK & WILSON
425 California Street· Suite 2500
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94014



Jonathan La!<ritz - CACD
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

James McVicar
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Janice Grau
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Norman Low
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

David Shantz
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Dale Piiru
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Denise M. Brady
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
875 Stevenson Street ~ Room 460
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103

Tracey F. Pirie
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
PO BOX 1990
SANTA BARBARA CA 93102~1990

Linda Burton
SIERRA TELEPHONE CO INC
PO BOX 219
OAKHURST CA 93644

Rodney L. Jordan
Citizens Telecommunication Co. of CA
PO BOX 496020
REDDING CA 96049-6020

Karen Jones - CACD
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Assistant Director CACO
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Rufus Thayer
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Brian Chang
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Tom Lew
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Rob Feraru
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Virginia J. Taylor
DEPT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
400 R Street - Suite 3090
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

Helen Mickiewicz
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

James Gurga
SPI
1102 Via Tornasol
APTOS CA 95003

Mark O'Krent
Telephone Connection at Los Angeles
9911 W. Pico Blvd. Suite 680
Los Angeles CA 90035-271 C

AU Thomas Pulsifer
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Ira Kalinsky
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Lionel B. Wilson
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

John Chan
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Zenaida Conway
CPUC
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Brad Barnum
CPUC Sacramento
1227 a Street - Suite 404
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

Thomas J. Neid
HQ AFC4AJJA ~ DEPT OF AIR FORCE
203 West Losey Street - Room 3001
scan AFB IL 62225-5222

Kevin P. Timpane
878 Elizabeth Street
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114

linda L. Oliver
Hogan a. Hartson
555 Thirteenth Street NW
Washington DC 20004-1109

Vivian Love. City Clerk
City of West Hollywood
8300 Santa Monica Blvd
West Hollywood CA 90069



Colleen M. O'Grady
Pacific Telesis Legal Group
140 New Montgomery Street #1513
San Francisco CA 94105

David P. Discher
Pacific Telesis Legal GroufJ-Room 1510
140 New Montgomery Street
San Francisco CA 94105

Bruce Holdridge
ICG Access Service
180 Grand Avenue #1000
Oakland CA 94612



S'"f'.;ce List
C.96-03-039
C 96-0]·j·W

ALl Tim Kenney
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San frallclscO CA 94105

Karen Jones
CalifomiJ Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ncss Avenue-CACD
S~n ~ru~ci<:co Ci\ <)4105

Thomas E. McDonalJ
LEBOEUF LA~ffi GREENE & MCCRAE
One Embarcadero Center. 4Ul rloor

San Francisco CA 94 I i

Natalie Billingsley
California Public U!ililiN Comml<:slon
505 Vsn Ness Avenue
San Francisco Ci\ 94105

Jim McVicar
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue-Room 3200
Son Frnllc;sco Ci\ <)·lln5

Collcen M. O'Grady
PACIFIC BELL
140 New Montgomery Str~t. # lSI]
Siln frAncisco CI\ 94105

Richard Fish
California Public Utilities Commis.sion
505 Van Ne;s I\vcnuc-CI\CD
San Francisco CA 94105

Barbara Ortega
California Public Utilities Commission
107 S. nroadway, Room 5109
los I\rtgcb Ci\ <)0012


